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Executive Summary
Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime
Victim Assistance Grants Awarded to the Missouri Department of
Public Safety, Jefferson City, Missouri

Objective

Audit Results

The objective of the audit was to evaluate how the
Missouri Department of Public Safety (MO DPS) designed
and implemented its crime victim assistance program.
We assessed performance in the following areas of grant
management: (1) grant program planning and
execution, (2) program requirements and performance
reporting, (3) grant financial management, and
(4) monitoring of subrecipients.

The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the
Inspector General (OIG) completed an audit of three
Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) victim assistance formula
grants awarded by OJP to the MO DPS. The OVC
awarded these formula grants, totaling $86,880,364
from fiscal years 2014 to 2016, from the Crime Victims
Fund to enhance crime victim services throughout
Missouri. As of June 2017, the MO DPS drew down a
total amount of $15,975,433 for the audited grants.

Results in Brief

Program Accomplishments – In general, the MO DPS
provided additional services for crime victims by
planning for and distributing the increased VOCA funding
it received.

We concluded that the MO DPS enhanced services for
crime victims with its grant funding. We found that the
MO DPS took appropriate steps to announce and provide
funding to subrecipients. However, we found that the
MO DPS did not properly track its distribution of funding
by priority areas, as required by the Office for Victims of
Crime (OVC). Further, we identified a potential conflict
of interest in the awarding of one subgrant.

Potential Conflict of Interest - The MO DPS’s subaward
selection process was generally adequate. However, we
found an instance in which the MO DPS selected a
subrecipient to receive VOCA funding while a potential
conflict of interest existed between the subrecipient and a
member of the MO DPS executive leadership team.

We also did not find issues with the MO DPS’s federal
financial reports or drawdowns and believe that its
financial monitoring was generally adequate. However,
we found that performance monitoring was not
completed with adequate frequency, as prescribed in the
MO DPS’s policy. Additionally, performance data to be
reported to the OVC was not properly reviewed by the
MO DPS. Lastly, we found that the MO DPS included in
its administrative costs an erroneously allocated annual
leave payout for a MO DPS employee, resulting in
$7,261 in questioned costs.

Tracking of Priority Funding Areas – MO DPS did not
properly track the priority funding areas to ensure that
the funding requirement for victim services was properly
allocated to address domestic violence, child abuse,
sexual assault, and underserved populations.
Performance Reports – We found that the MO DPS did
not properly review information in the Annual
Performance Reports submitted by its subrecipients.
Further, the MO DPS submitted the reports to the OVC
without ensuring the accuracy of the data.

Recommendations

Leave Payout – We found that the MO DPS improperly
used VOCA funds for the entirety of an annual leave
payout for a departing employee even though the
employee’s position was funded by a number of different
activities. This resulted in $7,261 in questioned costs.

Our report contains eight recommendations for the
Office of Justice Programs (OJP) to improve the
administration of Missouri’s victim assistance grants. In
July 2017, the state of Missouri transferred responsibility
for these grants from the MO DPS to the Department of
Social Services, which we did not review in this audit.
Nevertheless, we believe that OJP should ensure that
future grant activity is performed in a manner consistent
with our recommendations. We provided our draft audit
report to these entities, and their responses can be
found in Appendices 3, 4, and 5. Our analysis of those
responses is included in Appendix 6.

Performance Monitoring - We found the MO DPS had
not fully complied with its subrecipient monitoring
policy. However, this activity was impacted by the
transition of grant administration from the MO DPS to
the MO DSS. We believe that the monitoring of
subrecipients that may not have received a desk audit or
on-site visit should be prioritized.
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AUDIT OF THE OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS
OFFICE FOR VICTIMS OF CRIME
VICTIM ASSISTANCE GRANTS
AWARDED TO THE MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY,
JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI
INTRODUCTION
The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (OIG)
completed an audit of three victim assistance formula grants awarded by the Office
of Justice Programs (OJP) Office for Victims of Crime (OVC) to the Missouri
Department of Public Safety (MO DPS) in Jefferson City, Missouri. The OVC awards
victim assistance grants annually from the Crime Victims Fund (CVF) to state
administering agencies. As shown in Table 1, for fiscal years (FY) 2014 to 2016,
these OVC grants totaled $86,880,364.
Table 1
Audited Grants
Fiscal Years 2014 – 2016
GRANT AWARD

AMOUNT

VICTIM ASSISTANCE GRANTS
2014-VA-GX-0005

$

8,593,430

2015-VA-GX-0065

$

36,789,013

2016-VA-GX-0056a

$

41,497,921

TOTAL:

$ 86,880,364

Note: Each award may be expended for 3 fiscal years after the fiscal year in which the
grant was awarded.
a

At the time of our audit, the MO DPS had not yet expended funds from the FY 2016 award.

Source: OJP Grants Management System (GMS)

Established by the Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) of 1984, the CVF is used to
support crime victims through DOJ programs and state and local victim services.1
The CVF is supported entirely by federal criminal fees, penalties, forfeited bail
bonds, gifts, donations, and special assessments. The OVC annually distributes to
states and territories proceeds from the CVF. The total amount of funds that the
OVC may distribute each year depends upon the amount of CVF deposits made
during the preceding years and limits set by Congress (the cap).
In FY 2015, Congress significantly raised the previous year’s cap on CVF
disbursements, more than quadrupling the available funding for victim assistance
grants from $455.8 million to $1.96 billion. In FY 2016, Congress raised the cap
1

The VOCA victim assistance formula program is funded under 42 U.S.C. 10603 (a).
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again, increasing the available funding for victim assistance to $2.22 billion. The
OVC allocates the annual victim assistance program awards based on the amount
available for victim assistance each year and the states’ population. As such, the
annual VOCA victim assistance grant funds available to the MO DPS increased from
$8.6 million in FY 2014 to $41.5 million in FY 2016.
VOCA victim assistance grant funds support the provision of direct services –
such as crisis intervention, assistance filing restraining orders, counseling in crises
arising from the occurrence of crime, and emergency shelter – to victims of crime.
The OVC distributes these assistance grants to states and territories, which in turn
fund sub-awards to public and private nonprofit organizations that directly provide
the services to victims. Eligible services are efforts that: (1) respond to the
emotional and physical needs of crime victims, (2) assist primary and secondary
victims of crime to stabilize their lives after a victimization, (3) assist victims to
understand and participate in the criminal justice system, and (4) provide victims of
crime with a measure of safety and security.
The Grantee
As the Missouri state administering agency for the audited formula grants,
the MO DPS was responsible for administering the VOCA victim assistance program.
The Crime Victim Services Unit within the MO DPS provided guidance to
not-for-profit agencies and local governments on practices and policies that impact
crime victims, as well as provided grant funding, training, and consultation to help
communities develop programs to serve crime victims. The Crime Victim Services
Unit employed five personnel with each employee overseeing a portfolio of VOCA
subrecipients based on geographic regions.
On May 4, 2017, the Missouri state legislature voted to move the
administration of the VOCA victim assistance program from the MO DPS to the
Missouri Department of Social Services (MO DSS). The transfer of program
administration occurred on July 1, 2017. As such, the MO DPS administered and
managed the audited VOCA victim assistance grants until June 30, 2017.2
OIG Audit Approach
The objective of the audit was to evaluate how the MO DPS designed and
implemented its crime victim assistance program. To accomplish this objective, we
assessed performance in the following areas of grant management: (1) grant
program planning and execution, (2) program requirements and performance
reporting, (3) grant financial management, and (4) monitoring of sub-recipients.
We tested compliance with what we considered the most important
conditions of the grants. Unless otherwise stated in our report, we applied the
authorizing VOCA legislation, the VOCA victim assistance program guidelines (VOCA
Our audit focused on the administration of the VOCA victim assistance grants by the
MO DPS. We did not review the performance or management of the grants after they were
transferred to the Missouri Department of Social Services.
2
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Guidelines), and the OJP Financial Guide and DOJ Grants Financial Guide (Financial
Guides) as our primary criteria.3 We also reviewed relevant state of Missouri
policies and procedures and interviewed MO DPS personnel to determine how they
administered the VOCA funds. We interviewed MO DPS and subrecipient personnel
and further obtained and reviewed MO DPS and subrecipient records reflecting
grant activity.4 We also conducted site visits of six VOCA-funded subrecipients
throughout the state of Missouri.

3 The OJP Financial Guide governs the FY 2014 grant in our review period, while the revised
2015 DOJ Grants Financial Guide applies to the FY 2015 and FY 2016 awards. The revised DOJ guide
reflects updates to comply with the Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit
Requirements for Federal Award, 2 C.F.R. part 200.

Appendix 1 contains additional information on the audit’s objective, scope, and
methodology, as well as further detail on the criteria we applied for our audit. Appendix 2 presents a
schedule of our dollar-related findings.
4
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AUDIT RESULTS
Grant Program Planning and Execution
The main purpose of the VOCA victim assistance grants is to enhance crime
victim services. The MO DPS, which was the primary recipient of victim assistance
grants at the state level in Missouri, must distribute the majority of the federal
grant funds to organizations that provide direct services to victims, such as rape
treatment centers, domestic violence shelters, centers for missing children, and
other community-based victim coalitions and support organizations. As the state
administering agency, the MO DPS had the discretion to select subrecipients from
among eligible organizations, although the VOCA Guidelines require state
administering agencies give priority to victims of sexual assault, domestic abuse,
and child abuse. State administering agencies must also make funding available for
previously underserved populations of violent crime victims.5 As long as a state
administering agency allocates at least 10 percent of available funding to victim
populations in each of these victim categories, it has the discretion in determining
the amount of funds each subrecipient receives.
As part of our audit, we assessed the MO DPS’s overall plan to allocate and
award the victim assistance funding. We reviewed how the MO DPS planned to
distribute its available victim assistance grant funding, made subaward selection
decisions, and informed its subrecipients of necessary VOCA requirements. As
discussed below, in our overall assessment of grant program planning and
execution, we determined that the MO DPS met additional victim service needs with
its increased FY 2015 funding by providing VOCA funds to new subrecipients and
increasing the amount of funding provided to all subrecipients. Additionally, the
MO DPS adequately communicated the applicable VOCA requirements to its
subrecipients. However, we identified a potential conflict of interest issue with the
MO DPS’s selection of subrecipients, which allowed the MO DPS to award a subgrant
to an organization for which a member of the MO DPS’s executive leadership had
previously served on the board of directors and maintained a membership.6
Subaward Allocation Plan
Prior to the increase in CVF funding, the MO DPS used a 2-year subgrant
cycle to award VOCA funds to subrecipients.7 In response to the significant
increase in CVF available funding, the OVC’s FY 2015 VOCA Victim Assistance
The VOCA Guidelines state that "underserved" victims may be best defined according to
their status as senior citizens, non-English speaking residents, persons with disabilities, members of
racial or ethnic minorities, or by virtue of the fact that they are residents of rural or remote areas, or
inner cities. Methods for identifying “previously underserved” victims may include public hearings,
needs assessments, task forces, and meetings with statewide victim services agencies.
5

6 The OIG made revisions to factual statements in this paragraph in response to information it
received following the issuance of the final report in March 2018. The revisions do not affect the
conclusions or recommendations of the audit.
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During our review period, the MO DPS awarded subgrants for two cycles: the
2014-2015 subgrant cycle and the 2016-2017 subgrant cycle.
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Formula Solicitation required that state and territory applicants submit a
subrecipient funding plan detailing their efforts to identify additional victim service
needs, as well as subaward strategies to spend the substantial increase in available
VOCA funding. In an attachment to its application for its 2015 VOCA victim
assistance grant, the MO DPS outlined to the OVC its plan to spend the additional
funds. According to this document, in May 2015 the MO DPS created a VOCA
Advisory Committee to develop strategies to identify potential new VOCA subgrant
applicants, as well as to identify additional needs for victim services. The VOCA
Advisory Committee consisted of representatives from various fields related to
victim services, such as coalitions, prosecuting attorney’s offices, and subrecipient
organizations. In its subrecipient funding plan submitted to the OVC, the MO DPS
stated that it would work with the VOCA Advisory Committee, as well as the
Missouri victim service community-at-large, to determine if additional needs would
require a special subgrant solicitation.
In the funding plan, the MO DPS stated that it held a meeting with the VOCA
Advisory Committee. As a result of this meeting, the MO DPS decided to provide a
6-month grant extension to all existing VOCA subrecipients from the 2014-2015
subgrant cycle to allow additional time to prepare applications for the subsequent
subgrant cycle. With the extension, the original grant cycle ending in
September 2015 was prolonged through March 2016 and subrecipients were
notified that their funding amount was increased by 25 percent to allow the
continuation of current activities.
Because of the 6-month extension, the subgrants awarded by the MO DPS
for the 2016-2017 subgrant cycle were issued for an 18-month period that began in
April 2016 and ended in September 2017.8 We noted that 13 new subrecipients
were awarded funds in the 2016-2017 subgrant cycle. Additionally, we assessed
the amount of funding provided to subrecipients that had previously received VOCA
funding and determined that, generally, these subrecipients were provided with a
substantial increase in funding.
MO DPS officials explained that after awarding these subgrants, the MO DPS
met with representatives of various victim services providers to obtain further input
on statewide needs. As a result of this meeting, in December 2016 the MO DPS
notified current subrecipients of an option to submit a grant adjustment notice for a
33-percent increase in funding to enhance the available funding for program
activities. We learned that approximately 100 of the 117 subrecipients submitted
grant adjustment notices and were approved for a funding increase.
In sum, we found that the MO DPS made an effort to provide additional
funding for victim services in Missouri and, as a result, made adjustments to its
existing subaward process, awarded VOCA funding to new subrecipients, and
increased the amounts of its subgrants. We believe that this enhanced the
provision of assistance to victims in Missouri.

This 18-month subgrant would return the MO DPS’s subgrant cycle to the standard
2-year cycle.
8
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Subaward Selection Process
To assess how the MO DPS awarded its subgrants, we identified the steps
that the MO DPS took to inform, evaluate, and select subrecipients for VOCA
funding. For the most recent subgrant application process, about 5 months prior to
the beginning of the subgrant cycle, the MO DPS announced the VOCA funding
opportunity on its website, through social media, and in local newspapers.
Additionally, current subrecipients and interested organizations that had signed up
for the MO DPS’s e-mail notifications received the announcement. The MO DPS also
held pre-bid seminars across the state to educate organizations about the current
VOCA funding opportunity and VOCA-specific grant requirements.
Missouri subrecipient applicants were required to submit VOCA applications
through WebGrants, the automated grant information tracking and management
system used by the MO DPS.9 The applications were then assessed by two review
panels: (1) internal MO DPS staff who provide continuity through multiple subgrant
application review cycles; and (2) external peer reviewers selected based on
recommendations from the victim assistance community and that change with each
application review period. While we found that there is no written policy addressing
conflict of interest matters, a MO DPS official stated that any reviewers having a
conflict of interest in connection to an organization applying for a VOCA subgrant
were not allowed to be a part of the review and funding recommendation process
when that particular organization’s grant application was reviewed. Internal and
peer reviewers evaluated, scored, and rated each eligible application and provided
recommendations to MO DPS executive leadership. The reviewers’ ratings and
funding recommendations – along with past grant performance, geographic
diversity, demonstration of need, and other factors – were taken into account by
MO DPS executive leadership in executing final funding decisions; the MO DPS
Director retained final funding decision authority. The MO DPS awarded
116 subgrants to 113 organizations for the 2014-2015 cycle and 117 subgrants to
114 organizations for the 2016-2017 cycle.10
We found that the MO DPS’s subaward selection process was generally
adequate to provide funding for a variety of services, types of victims, and
geographic distribution. However, we are concerned with the MO DPS’s lack of
written policies and procedures related to conflicts of interest during the subaward
selection process. Notably, during our review we identified a subaward decision for
which there was a potential conflict of interest. We reviewed a VOCA subgrant
application that was evaluated by peer and internal reviewers and noted that all of
the examiners recommended the organization’s application be denied. The
reviewers provided an explanation of their recommendation to not award funds,
including a determination that based on the organization’s application, it appeared
that certain VOCA and MO DPS requirements would not have been met. We
9 WebGrants is a web-based grant management system supporting the application and
administration of grants awarded by the MO DPS, including VOCA subgrants.
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For the 2014-2015 and 2016-2017 subgrant cycles, certain subrecipients received multiple
VOCA subgrants to fund distinct crime victim projects.
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examined the reviewers’ conclusions and believe that their evaluations followed
established policy and that their recommendations to not fund this organization
were adequately supported.
Ultimately, MO DPS executive leadership provided funding to this organization.
The organization received a VOCA subgrant totaling approximately $2.7 million, the
largest of any VOCA subgrant to any organization in Missouri. During our review of this
subrecipient’s application documents, we found that a member of the MO DPS executive
leadership team who we were told was involved in the decision to fund this organization
was identified as a board member of the organization in 2014. Based on the evidence
we received, we believe that this official should not have been involved in the final
funding decision due to a potential conflict of interest stemming from the individual having
previously served on the board of directors of, and having previously maintained an
active membership in, the applying organization. Shortly after the organization’s
acceptance of the VOCA subgrant in October 2016, this executive leadership team
member left the MO DPS and as of February 2017, the individual was a staff member
for the organization in question. We recommend that OJP ensure that the Missouri
state administering agency: (1) evaluates this potential conflict of interest to
determine if action is required, and (2) utilizes a formalized conflict of interest policy
when making subgrant decisions.11
Subaward Requirements
State administering agencies must adequately communicate VOCA
requirements to their subrecipients. We reviewed the MO DPS’s subgrant
solicitations and award packages to determine how the grantee communicated its
subaward requirements and conveyed to potential applicants the VOCA-specific
award limitations, applicant eligibility requirements, eligible program areas,
restrictions on uses of funds, and reporting requirements. These requirements,
which the MO DPS referred to as VOCA-certified assurances, were part of the VOCA
award documentation and included monitoring requirements and lobbying
restrictions, among other conditions of the VOCA grant funding. We also found that
prior to issuing a subgrant award, the MO DPS communicated the VOCA-certified
assurances during the pre-bid seminars to potential VOCA applicants. A responsible
official from each subrecipient organization was required to certify in writing the
acknowledgement and agreement to comply with the terms and conditions of the
subgrant, including these VOCA-certified assurances. Lastly, all VOCA subrecipients
were required to attend a VOCA compliance seminar after the subgrant was
accepted. This seminar, put on by the MO DPS, included a review of all
VOCA-certified assurances. We believe these efforts represent appropriate
communication of grant requirements to subrecipients.
Program Requirements and Performance Reporting
To determine whether the MO DPS distributed VOCA victim assistance program
funds to enhance crime victim services, we reviewed the MO DPS’s distribution of
11
The OIG made revisions to factual statements in this paragraph in response to information
it received following the issuance of the final report in March 2018. The revisions do not affect the
conclusions or recommendations of the audit.
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grant funding via subawards among local direct service providers. We also reviewed
performance measures and documents that the MO DPS used to track goals and
objectives. Further, we examined OVC solicitations and award documents and verified
the MO DPS’s compliance with special conditions governing recipient award activity.
Based on our review, we identified needed improvements in reporting on
program requirements and performance. We identified issues relating to tracking
of the priority funding areas, the review and reporting of performance data, and the
incomplete submission of Subgrant Award Reports, as detailed in the following
sections.
Priority Areas Funding Requirement
The VOCA Guidelines require that the MO DPS award a minimum of
10 percent of the total grant funds to programs that serve victims in each of the
four following categories: (1) child abuse, (2) domestic abuse, (3) sexual assault,
and (4) previously underserved. The VOCA Guidelines give each state
administering agency the latitude for determining the method for identifying
"previously underserved" crime victims.12 The MO DPS provided subrecipients with
guidance to identify and target their underserved populations based on geographic
location and types of victims served. A MO DPS official stated, for example, that a
subrecipient in St. Louis might identify victims of gang-related crimes as its
underserved population, while a subrecipient in a rural area of Missouri would likely
not identify this victim population as underserved.
We examined how the MO DPS allocated VOCA subawards to gauge whether
it was on track to meet the program’s distribution requirements for priority areas.
According to a MO DPS official, for the grants that we reviewed, the MO DPS
tracked priority areas in WebGrants using an internal VOCA data form.
Subrecipients were required to complete this form as part of their grant application,
applying estimated budget amounts to each priority category, including specific
underserved populations. However, we found that this data was never updated
with actual funds spent on each of the priority areas. Because the MO DPS did not
require subrecipients to report actual dollars spent by funding source, the MO DPS
could not accurately track VOCA funds used by priority victim area. We spoke with
MO DPS officials about tracking the priority funding requirement and the estimated
figures, and although they provided support for tracking actual expenditures by
priority areas in a previous year, they were unable to provide supporting
documentation or a methodology for how spending was tracked for the grants that
we audited. As a result, we were unable to test whether the MO DPS complied with
the priority areas funding requirement. We recommend that OJP ensure that the
Missouri state administering agency employs a reliable process for tracking grant
spending by priority areas.

Methods for identifying “previously underserved” victims may include public hearings,
needs assessments, task forces, and meetings with statewide victim services agencies.
12
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Annual Performance Reports
Each state administering agency must annually report to the OVC on activity
funded by any VOCA awards active during the federal fiscal year. The OVC requires
states to upload reports to its Grants Management System (GMS). As of FY 2016,
the OVC also began requiring states to submit performance data through the
web-based Performance Measurement Tool (PMT). With this new system, states
may provide subrecipients direct access to report quarterly data for state review,
although the OVC still requires that if the subrecipient completes the performance
measure data entry directly, the state must approve the data. Additionally, the
OVC expects the state to review the data submitted to determine whether it
appears to be reasonable and to identify outliers.
For the victim assistance grants, the state must report the number of
agencies funded, VOCA subawards, victims served, and victim services funded by
these grants. Additionally, according to a special condition of the victim assistance
grants, the state must collect, maintain, and provide to the OVC data that
measures the performance and effectiveness of activities funded by the award. The
MO DPS submitted annual performance reports to the OVC for FYs 2014 through
2016.13 We reviewed the FY 2016 report, which included data regarding activities
funded by the 2014 and 2015 VOCA grants awarded.
We discussed with a MO DPS official how the agency compiled performance
report data from subrecipients. The official stated that the subrecipients submitted
their performance data quarterly via WebGrants. Then a MO DPS employee
entered the data into PMT. This individual stated that she did not review the data,
but that PMT would have alerted her if data was missing. In turn, MO DPS staff and
the subrecipient would be notified by the employee of any missing data and, upon
that notification, the subrecipient was responsible for making corrections and
resubmitting data. However, no one at the MO DPS verified that this employee was
correctly inputting the data received from the subrecipients.
To determine whether the annual performance reports submitted by the
MO DPS accurately reflected the performance reported by the subrecipients as a
summary of statewide activity, we reviewed the FY 2016 Annual State Performance
Report, covering the period of October 1, 2015, through September 30, 2016.
Table 2 presents summary data from this annual performance report.

13 The MO DPS submitted its FY 2014 and FY 2015 annual performance reports in GMS and its
FY 2016 annual performance report in PMT. At the time of our review, the FY 2017 performance
report was not yet due to the OVC.
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Table 2
Summary from the MO DPS
Victim Assistance Program Annual Performance Report
FY 2016
Performance Category

Data Reported

Number of Victims Served

93,373

Number of Services Provided

558,048

Source: MO DPS Annual State Performance Report for FY 2016

We assessed whether the MO DPS’s annual performance report to the OVC
fairly reflected the performance figures its subrecipients had reported to the state.
MO DPS officials explained to us that they reviewed subrecipient data to identify
any anomalies, however this review process was not reflected in any written
policies or procedures. To evaluate the data reported in PMT, we judgmentally
selected a sample of 12 subrecipients and tested the data reported for 1 quarter for
each of these subrecipients.14 We attempted to reconcile all of the data reported by
the MO DPS in PMT to all of the data these 12 subrecipients submitted via
WebGrants. Our testing identified 118 errors out of 691 data items tested, for an
error rate of 17 percent.15
We also reviewed the data submitted by the subrecipients in WebGrants in
an attempt to identify any anomalies. Of particular note, one performance statistic
stood out to us: a large increase in one subrecipient’s reported number of
individuals receiving services for a particular type of victimization. This
subrecipient had not previously reported serving any victims in this category;
however, for one quarter during our review the subrecipient reported serving
78 victims for this type of victimization. It seemed odd to us that there would be a
large increase in the number of individuals served. We confirmed with the
subrecipient that this information was reported incorrectly and this figure should
have been reported for a different type of victimization.16 We believe that such a
large variance should have been a red flag and the MO DPS should have noticed
this irregularity in a review of subrecipient reports for anomalies.
Based upon the 17-percent overall error rate we identified between the
subrecipient data and the information recorded in PMT, as well as a lack of written
verification procedures to check the accuracy of the data that was entered into
PMT, we believe the performance data the MO DPS reported to the OVC was
unreliable. We recommend that OJP ensure that the Missouri state administering
agency complies with OVC guidance to review and approve subrecipient-provided
performance data.

14

Appendix 1 contains additional information on our sampling methodology.

15 Our testing included only the data fields that contained an entry, which was different for
each subrecipient. Our testing methodology is explained fully in Appendix 1.
16

This error is further discussed in the Monitoring of Subrecipients section of our report.
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Compliance with Special Conditions
The special conditions of a federal grant award establish specific
requirements for grant recipients. In its grant application documents, the MO DPS
certified it would comply with these special conditions. We reviewed the special
conditions for the victim assistance grants and identified five that we deemed
significant to grant performance that are not otherwise addressed in another
section of this report.
The first special condition that we reviewed was for the submission of
Subgrant Award Reports (SAR). For the victim assistance grants, the states must
provide the OVC an annual report with basic information on each subrecipient that
receives victim assistance funds. A MO DPS official informed us that the MO DPS
submitted SARs for each subrecipient. Our comparison of the subgrants awarded
by the MO DPS to the list of SARs submitted to the OVC identified four subgrants
for which a SAR was not provided during our audit scope. Therefore, the MO DPS
did not fully comply with this special condition.
The other four special conditions that we tested related to the availability of
subrecipient financial statements, prohibitions against non-disclosure agreements,
and requirements for fraud reporting and eligibility of subrecipients. We did not
identify any areas of non-compliance with these special conditions.
In our opinion, the MO DPS was generally complying with the VOCA victim
assistance special conditions of the grant awards. However, we noted an exception
related to the MO DPS’s compliance with the requirement to submit SARs for every
subrecipient that was awarded VOCA funds. Therefore, we recommend that OJP
ensure that the Missouri state administering agency has submitted SARs for all of
its previously awarded VOCA subgrants.
Grant Financial Management
Award recipients must establish and maintain an adequate accounting
system and financial records that accurately account for awarded funds. To assess
the adequacy of the MO DPS’s financial management of the VOCA grants, we
reviewed the MO DPS’s process for administering these funds by examining
expenditures charged to the grants, subsequent drawdown requests, and resulting
financial reports. To further evaluate the MO DPS’s financial management of the
VOCA grants, we also reviewed the latest Single Audit Report and determined that
there were no significant weaknesses or recommendations specifically related to the
MO DPS. We also interviewed the MO DPS’s personnel who were responsible for
financial aspects of the grants, reviewed the MO DPS’s written policies and
procedures, inspected award documents, and reviewed financial records.
As discussed below, in our overall assessment of grant financial
management, we determined that the MO DPS implemented numerous controls
over its grant financial activities such as payments, payroll procedures, grant
funding requests, subrecipient match amounts, and financial reporting. However,
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we found that the MO DPS improperly allocated to the VOCA grant an annual leave
payout to an employee.
Grant Expenditures
State administering agency victim assistance expenses fall into two
overarching categories: (1) reimbursements to subrecipients – which constitute the
vast majority of total expenses, and (2) administrative expenses – which are
allowed to total up to 5 percent of each award. To determine whether costs
charged to the awards were allowable, supported, and properly allocated in
compliance with award requirements, we tested a sample of transactions from each
of these categories by reviewing accounting records and verifying support for select
transactions.
Subgrant Expenditures
MO DPS subrecipients could request reimbursement from the MO DPS via
WebGrants on a monthly basis. Each expenditure submitted for reimbursement
must have been an approved budget item and include required supporting
documentation. We found that as of June 2017, the MO DPS paid a total of
$15,523,475 to its subrecipients with the VOCA victim assistance program funds in
the scope of our audit.
To evaluate the MO DPS’s financial controls over VOCA victim assistance
grant expenditures, we reviewed a sample of subrecipient transactions to determine
whether the payments were accurate, allowable, and in accordance with the VOCA
Guidelines. First, we judgmentally selected 12 subrecipients based on the amount
of the VOCA subgrant awarded, geographic location, and risk factors we identified
from our review of MO DPS subrecipient monitoring reports. We then reviewed a
judgmental sample of 266 individual transactions totaling $521,809 from these
12 subrecipients. The transactions we reviewed included costs in the following
categories: (1) salary, (2) fringe benefits, (3) travel, (4) contracts/consultants,
(5) supplies, (6) equipment, (7) training, and (8) operating costs. We found that
the expenses were generally supported, accurate, allowable, and in accordance with
the VOCA Guidelines.
Administrative Expenditures
The state administering agency may retain up to 5 percent of each grant to
pay for administering its state crime victim assistance program and for training.
According to the 2016 VOCA Guidelines, such costs must derive from efforts to
expand, enhance, and/or improve how the agency administers the state crime
victim assistance program and to support activities and costs that impact the
delivery and quality of services to crime victims throughout the state. At the time
of our audit, the MO DPS had only charged administrative expenses against the
2014 and 2015 VOCA victim assistance grant awards, and none for the 2016 award.
For the victim assistance grant program, we tested the MO DPS’s compliance with
the 5-percent limit on the administrative category of expenses. We compared the
total administrative expenditures charged to the grants against the general ledger
12

and determined that the state has complied with this limit for the 2014 award and
is on track to comply with this limit for the 2015 award.
In addition to testing the MO DPS’s compliance with the 5-percent
administrative allowance, we also tested a sample of the administrative
transactions to ensure the transactions were allowable, supported, reasonable, and
in compliance with the terms and conditions of the grants. We found that the
MO DPS used the majority of its administrative allowance to fund personnel-related
expenses. We judgmentally selected 44 transactions totaling $39,462, for a sample
of 13 percent of administrative expenditures charged as of March 2017, which
included two pay periods of salary and fringe benefits costs. We also selected a
variety of other categories to test, including travel, supplies, communications,
and equipment.
Based on our testing, we found that the majority of expenditures were
properly authorized, accurately recorded, computed correctly, and properly
allocated to the grant. For personnel-related expenditures, the MO DPS required its
employees to fill out timesheets that included a daily breakdown of hours charged
to the different projects worked on by the employee, including the VOCA grants.
We identified one item as an unallowable expenditure: a payout of annual
leave to an employee in the amount of $7,261. We found that the MO DPS’s
standard practice for departing employees was to allocate the leave payout based
on the allocation of hours worked during the employee’s final pay period. One
transaction in our sample was the payout of annual leave to a departing employee.
When this particular employee left the employment of the MO DPS, the unused
annual leave for the employee was paid entirely using VOCA grant funds because
the employee only worked 1 day during the pay period and recorded working that
entire day on VOCA-related activities. When we spoke to the MO DPS Finance
Manager about this charge, he stated that he did not realize the employee had only
worked 1 day during the pay period and that he thought that was the allocation for
a full pay period worked. The Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost
Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (2 C.F.R. § 200.431) state
that annual leave must be equitably allocated to all related activities. As such, we
believe that the last pay period worked by an employee may not adequately reflect
this employee’s time distribution on all allocable activities throughout the
employee’s tenure. For example, a MO DPS official explained that during the VOCA
subgrant solicitation review period, the majority of an employee’s time may be
charged to the VOCA grant. However, after the solicitation period has ended, this
employee may return focus to other non-VOCA activities. As such, the distribution
of time for any single pay period would not accurately reflect an equitable
distribution of time spent on all projects. We brought this to the attention of
MO DPS officials and they agreed that the leave payout should not have been
charged entirely to VOCA.
We question the annual leave payout of $7,261 as an unallowable cost
because the MO DPS did not allocate this expense equitably to all activities
performed by the employee. We recommend that OJP remedy the $7,261 charged
to the VOCA grant. Additionally, we recommend that OJP ensure that the Missouri
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state administering agency has a compliant method for allocating annual leave
payouts.
Drawdowns
Award recipients should request funds based upon immediate disbursement
or reimbursement needs, and the grantee should time drawdown requests to
ensure that the federal cash on hand is the minimum needed for disbursements or
reimbursements to be made immediately or within 10 days. VOCA grant funds are
available for the fiscal year of the award plus 3 additional fiscal years. To assess
whether the MO DPS managed grant receipts in accordance with these federal
requirements, we compared the total amount reimbursed to the total expenditures
in the MO DPS’s accounting system and accompanying financial records.
For the VOCA victim assistance awards, the MO DPS prepared monthly
drawdowns on a reimbursement basis. The drawdown amount was determined
based on subrecipient expenditures submitted for reimbursement during that
month, as well as the amount of administrative expenditures during the same
period. We did not identify any deficiencies related to the MO DPS’s process for
developing drawdown requests or practices for drawing down funds. Table 3 shows
the total amount drawn down for each grant based on expenditures through
June 2017.
Table 3
Amount Drawn Down for Each Grant
Based on Expenditures through June 2017
Award Number

Total Award

Amount
Drawn Down

Amount
Remaining

2014-VA-GX-0005

$8,593,430

$8,593,430

$0

2015-VA-GX-0065

36,789,013

7,382,003

29,407,010

2016-VA-GX-0056

41,497,921

0

41,497,921

$86,880,364

$15,975,433

$70,904,931

Total:
Source: OJP

Matching Requirement
VOCA Guidelines require that subrecipients match 20 percent of each
subaward. The purpose of this requirement is to increase the amount of resources
available to VOCA projects, prompting subrecipients to utilize other funding sources
to help ensure future sustainability. Although subrecipients must derive required
matching contributions from non-federal, non-VOCA sources, subrecipients can
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provide either cash or an in-kind match to meet matching requirements.17 VOCA
Guidelines state that any deviation from this policy requires OVC approval. The
state administering agency has primary responsibility for ensuring subrecipient
compliance with the match requirements.
The MO DPS communicated the 20-percent match requirement to its
subrecipients in its pre-bid seminar, VOCA solicitation and application, post-award
compliance webinars, and subgrant agreement. Subrecipients are allowed two
forms of match: (1) cash match, or the value of direct funding for the project or
funds available from a non-VOCA source; and (2) in-kind match or non-monetary
contributions or donations received from individuals, organizations, or agencies.
The MO DPS required subrecipients to report match monthly in WebGrants as part
of the claim for reimbursement of expenses. If subrecipients did not believe they
would meet the match requirement, they could apply to the OVC for a waiver of the
match with sufficient justification. The OVC approved 22 subrecipients for partial
match waivers under the 2016-2017 subgrant cycle.
To review the provision of matching funds, we reviewed a judgmental sample
of 38 match transactions totaling $86,483 for 6 subrecipients.18 Our review focused
on volunteer time, equipment, and instances of cash match. We reviewed the
available support, which included invoices, receipts, timesheets, and volunteer logs.
We did not identify any issues with items the subrecipients submitted to the
MO DPS to support their match contributions.
Financial Reporting
According to the OJP Financial Guide, recipients shall report the actual
expenditures and unliquidated obligations incurred for the reporting period on each
financial report, as well as cumulative expenditures. During our review, we could
not immediately determine whether the MO DPS submitted accurate Federal
Financial Reports (FFR) because the MO DPS did not reconcile its FFRs to its official
accounting records for each grant, as required. A MO DPS official stated that the
FFRs were prepared using WebGrants, which includes expenditures at the
subrecipient level. Subrecipients must submit claims for reimbursement in
WebGrants by the fifth of each month. These reimbursement requests are
reviewed and, if approved, are paid by the 25th of the month. At that point,
subrecipient expenditures were reflected in the general ledger by the MO DPS
because they had been paid to the subrecipient. Because subrecipient expenditures
were not reflected in the general ledger until they were paid, which may have been
almost a month after they were submitted, the amount of expended funding
reported in WebGrants would often not match the general ledger on the report
dates. As such, the only time that the MO DPS’s FFRs would have matched its
official accounting records would be when the grant closed.

In-kind matches may include donations of expendable equipment, office supplies, workshop
or classroom materials, workspace, or the value of time contributed by those providing integral
services to the funded project.
17

18

Appendix 1 contains additional information on our sampling methodology.
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We discussed this method with the MO DPS and they explained that it allows
for the accounting of any subrecipient expenditures (unliquidated obligations)
incurred for the reporting period. To test the accuracy of the MO DPS’s financial
reports, we examined the last five reports associated with the 2014 grant, found
that they reconciled, and identified no exceptions.
Monitoring of Subrecipients
According to the Financial Guides, the purpose of subrecipient monitoring is
to ensure that subrecipients: (1) use grant funds for authorized purposes;
(2) comply with the federal program and grant requirements, laws, and
regulations; and (3) achieve subaward performance goals. As the primary grant
recipient, the MO DPS must develop policies and procedures to monitor
subrecipients. To assess how the MO DPS monitored its VOCA subrecipients, we
interviewed MO DPS personnel, identified MO DPS monitoring procedures, and
obtained records of interactions between the MO DPS and its subrecipients. We
also conducted site visits of six subrecipients, which included interviewing
personnel, touring facilities, and reviewing accounting and performance records.
The MO DPS’s subrecipient monitoring program included both financial and
programmatic monitoring. We found that the MO DPS monitoring procedures were
designed to provide sufficient assurance that subrecipients were appropriately using
VOCA funds. The MO DPS also provided training sessions for subrecipients, which
included information about the financial and programmatic reviews. We spoke with
subrecipient officials about the support received from the MO DPS and these
officials indicated that the level of support from the MO DPS was appropriate. While
our review of the MO DPS’s subrecipient monitoring practices revealed that the
financial monitoring was adequate, we found that the MO DPS did not complete
with appropriate frequency its programmatic monitoring, nor did it properly review
performance data. Our results are detailed below.
Financial Monitoring
The MO DPS completed its financial monitoring of subrecipients on a monthly
basis, reviewing every expenditure claim submitted for reimbursement by its
subrecipients. The MO DPS required subrecipients to submit detailed information
and complete supporting documentation of each expenditure claimed in WebGrants.
If supporting documentation was not sufficient or an expenditure was deemed
unallowable, the MO DPS communicated with the subrecipient to resolve the issue.
Subrecipients were allowed two correction attempts to more fully support the claim
before the MO DPS would consider the claim “withdrawn” and would not provide
reimbursement. If a claim were to be withdrawn, the subrecipient’s Executive
Director and Board of Directors would be notified of the rejected claim. Lastly, the
MO DPS tracked subrecipients required to conduct single audits based on the
applicable federal threshold. This monitoring of single audit activity included noting
any subrecipient findings, whether the findings were related to DOJ funds, and
whether any follow-up action was required.

16

To assess the effectiveness of the MO DPS’s financial monitoring practices,
we selected a judgmental sample of 12 subrecipients to test expenditures
submitted on the claims for reimbursement. As stated in the Grant Expenditures
section of our report, our review of subrecipient reimbursements did not identify
any concerns. We believe that the MO DPS had detailed and comprehensive
financial monitoring practices in place, and complied with its financial monitoring
procedures. We also believe that this level of financial monitoring provided the
MO DPS with sufficient assurance that its subrecipients are appropriately using
VOCA funds.
Performance Monitoring
The MO DPS’s monitoring procedures stated that subrecipients are to be
monitored as deemed necessary, with a goal to complete a program and
performance review of all subrecipients at least once every 2-year subgrant cycle.
Additionally, first-time grant recipients were to receive a programmatic review
within 6 to 8 months of the start of the subgrant cycle. These programmatic site
visits required subrecipients to prepare a site visit report, which was to be
completed prior to a MO DPS representative arriving on site. The site visit report
included a review of civil rights compliance, information about staff paid by the
VOCA grant, items purchased with grant funds, general financial information, and
statistics such as volunteer hours worked and number of victims served. The
MO DPS representative was to review the prepared site visit report prior to
completing a scheduled site visit at the subrecipient’s organization. During the site
visit, the MO DPS representative was to meet with grant-funded staff, tour the
subrecipient’s facility, address any questions or concerns that the subrecipient
officials and staff might have, and discuss any issues identified during the review
process. Upon completion of a site visit, a report would be prepared outlining any
findings, if any, and instructing the subrecipient on steps necessary to resolve the
findings. Additionally, according to its policy, the MO DPS had an option to
complete a desk audit instead of a site visit, particularly on simple subgrants with
only one non-payroll budget category. Desk audits required the same site visit
report and documentation as a programmatic review, but did not require the
MO DPS representative to conduct an on-site visit.
To test the frequency of the MO DPS’s programmatic monitoring activities,
we reviewed the number of site visits and desk audits completed through
June 2017. Due to the transition in administration and management of the VOCA
program from the MO DPS to the MO DSS, monitoring these subgrants became the
responsibility of the MO DSS as of July 1, 2017. We did not review any monitoring
activities conducted by the MO DSS as this was not within the scope of our audit.
Our results of the MO DPS’s monitoring activities are displayed in Table 4 below.
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Table 4
MO DPS Monitoring Activity as of June 2017a
Site Visits

Desk Audits

No Monitoring Activity

Number of
VOCA
Subgrants

Number
Completed

Percentage
Completed

Number
Completed

Percentage
Completed

Number

Percentage

20142015

116

105

91%

8

7%

3

3%

20162017

117

33

28%

0

0%

84

72%

Subgrant
Cycle

a

Numbers may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.

Source: DOJ OIG analysis based on WebGrants

We found the amount of monitoring activities for the 2014-2015 subgrant
cycle to be adequate and the MO DPS completed monitoring for 97 percent of its
subrecipients. However, for the 2016-2017 subgrant cycle we found that only
28 percent of subrecipients had received a review by June 2017. In addition, we
assessed whether the MO DPS complied with its policy to monitor new subrecipients
within 6 to 8 months of the start of the subgrant cycle. We found that for the
13 new subrecipients, only 4 received a timely review.
As noted above, the transition of grant administration from the MO DPS to
the MO DSS was not within our audit review period. However, we noticed that the
WebGrants system contained entries indicating that the MO DSS performed
monitoring of the majority of subrecipients following its assumption of grant
responsibilities.
While we note that the transfer from the MO DPS to the MO DSS occurred
within the last quarter of the subgrant cycle, we believe that a best practice would
have been to conduct monitoring activities in compliance with MO DPS policy and
throughout the entire subgrant cycle. We recommend that OJP ensure that the
Missouri state administering agency prioritizes, as needed, the monitoring of
subrecipients that may not have received a desk audit or on-site visit.
Review of Performance Statistics
According to the MO DPS’s monitoring procedures, the MO DPS reviewed
programmatic information, including performance statistics, as a part of its
subrecipient site visits. In advance of the site visit, the subrecipient was required
to submit performance data related to its victim services for the current
year-to-date, as well as for the 2 prior years. If an issue was identified, the
MO DPS representative would discuss any questions directly with the subrecipient.
During our site visits of six subrecipients, we reviewed available support for
select subrecipient-reported figures to confirm the performance statistics.19
Specifically, we attempted to verify certain quantifiable items, including the number
19

Appendix 1 contains additional information on our sampling methodology.
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of victims served, the number of new victims served, and the types of victim
services provided. We were generally unable to reconcile the subrecipient
supporting documentation against the information reported by the subrecipient in
WebGrants. For 2 quarters of performance data submitted by the 6 subrecipients,
we selected a sample of 67 data categories to test. We found that 48 of the
67 data categories tested, or 72 percent, did not match the supporting
documentation. In addition, in some instances we found inadequate supporting
documentation for the data reported by the subrecipients.
We believe that the discrepancies we identified indicate that the MO DPS’s
review of performance data during site visits was not adequate. Without accurate
information, the MO DPS could not fully demonstrate the performance and
effectiveness of activities funded by the VOCA awards. We recommend that OJP
ensure that the Missouri state administering agency has adequate monitoring
policies and procedures to provide assurance that subrecipients are reporting
accurate performance information.
In conclusion, we found that the MO DPS’s subrecipient monitoring practices
needed improvement. While the MO DPS’s financial monitoring of subrecipients
was adequate, the MO DPS did not ensure that subrecipients received the
prescribed level of programmatic monitoring. Moreover, we believe that the
monitoring did not adequately ensure the reliability of performance data submitted
by subrecipients. Therefore, we recommend that OJP ensure that the Missouri state
administering agency performs adequate subrecipient monitoring to ensure that
subrecipients comply with grant requirements and achieve performance goals.
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overall, we found the MO DPS used its grant funds to enhance services for
crime victims. However, our audit identified certain deficiencies in several key
areas. Although we found that the MO DPS planned for the increase in VOCA
funding, we identified an instance in which the MO DPS selected a subrecipient to
receive VOCA funding while a potential conflict of interest existed with a final
deciding official. We also determined that the MO DPS did not comply with the
program requirements for tracking the priority funding areas, did not adequately
review and submit performance data, and did not provide SARs for all awarded
subgrants. With respect to grant financial management, we determined that while
the MO DPS generally complied with VOCA requirements for grant expenditures, we
identified an improper allocation of annual leave, resulting in questioned costs of
$7,261. Finally, while we believe that the financial monitoring of subrecipients was
adequate, we found that the MO DPS did not complete its programmatic monitoring
with appropriate frequency, nor did it properly review performance data.
Our report contains 8 recommendations to OJP to improve the administration
of the victim assistance grants provided to Missouri. Our findings were based upon
the actions of the MO DPS and we did not audit any grant activity undertaken by
the MO DSS, which assumed responsibility for these grants in July 2017.
Nevertheless, we believe that OJP should ensure that future grant activity is
performed in a manner consistent with our recommendations.
We recommend that OJP:
1.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency evaluates the potential
conflict of interest to determine if action is required.

2.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency utilizes a formalized
conflict of interest policy when making subgrant decisions.

3.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency employs a reliable
process for tracking priority funding areas.

4.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency complies with OVC
guidance to review and approve subrecipient-provided performance data.

5.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency has submitted SARs for
all of its previously awarded VOCA subgrants.

6.

Remedy the $7,261 unallowable annual leave payout that was charged to the
VOCA grant.

7.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency has a compliant method
for allocating annual leave payouts.

8.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency prioritizes, as needed,
the monitoring of subrecipients that may not have received a desk audit or
on-site visit.
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APPENDIX 1
OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY
Objective
The objective of the audit was to evaluate how the Missouri Department of
Public Safety (MO DPS) designed and implemented its crime victim assistance
program. To accomplish this objective, we assessed performance in the following
areas of grant management: (1) grant program planning and execution,
(2) program requirements and performance reporting, (3) grant financial
management, and (4) monitoring of subrecipients.
Scope and Methodology
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with Generally Accepted
Government Auditing Standards. Those standards require that we plan and
perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective. We believe that
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objective.
This was an audit of Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) victim assistance formula
grants 2014-VA-GX-0005, 2015-VA-GX-0065, and 2016-VA-GX-0056 from the
Crime Victims Fund (CVF) awarded to the MO DPS. The Office of Justice Programs
(OJP), Office for Victims of Crime (OVC) awarded these grants totaling $86,880,364
to the MO DPS, which served as the state administering agency for the audited
grants. On July 1, 2017, the administration of the VOCA victim assistance program
changed from the MO DPS to the Missouri Department of Social Services. As such,
the MO DPS administered and managed the audited VOCA victim assistance grants
until June 30, 2017. Our audit focused on the administration of the VOCA victim
assistance grants by the MO DPS. We did not review the performance or
management of the grants after they were transferred to the Missouri Department
of Social Services. Therefore, our audit concentrated on, but was not limited to,
the period of October 2013, the project start date for VOCA assistance grant
number 2014-VA-GX-0005, through June 2017. At the time of administration
change to the Missouri Department of Social Services, the MO DPS had drawn down
a total of $15,975,433 from two of the audited grants and had not yet drawn down
from the 2016 grant.
To accomplish our objective, we tested compliance with what we consider to
be the most important conditions of the MO DPS’s activities related to the audited
grants. The authorizing VOCA legislation, the VOCA victim assistance program
guidelines, the OJP Financial Guide and DOJ Grants Financial Guides, and the award
documents contain the primary criteria we applied during the audit. We performed
sample-based audit testing for grant expenditures including payroll and fringe
benefit charges, financial reports, and performance reports. In this effort, we
employed a judgmental sampling design to obtain broad exposure to numerous
facets of the grants reviewed. For our selection of which subrecipients for which to
conduct testing of performance reports, expenditures, and match transactions, as
well as which subrecipients to observe through a site visit, we considered the dollar
21

value of awards to the subrecipients, geographical location throughout the state,
and the results of monitoring site visits completed by the MO DPS. Our
non-statistical sample design did not allow projection of the test results to the
universe from which the samples were selected.
During our audit, we obtained information from OJP’s Grants Management
System and Performance Measurement Tool, as well as the MO DPS’s WebGrants
system and its accounting system specific to the management of DOJ funds during
the audit period. We did not test the reliability of those systems as a whole;
therefore, any findings identified involving information from those systems was
verified with documents from other sources.
While our audit did not assess the MO DPS’s overall system of internal
controls, we did review the internal controls of the MO DPS’s financial management
system specific to the management of funds for each VOCA grant within our review.
To determine whether the MO DPS adequately managed the VOCA funds we
audited, we conducted interviews with state of Missouri financial staff, examined
policies and procedures, and reviewed grant documentation and financial records.
We also developed an understanding of the MO DPS’s financial management system
and its policies and procedures to assess its risk of non-compliance with laws,
regulations, guidelines, and terms and conditions of the grants. We also reviewed
the state of Missouri’s most recent Single Audit Report.
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APPENDIX 2
SCHEDULE OF DOLLAR-RELATED FINDINGS
Description

Amount

Page

Questioned Costs20
Annual Leave Payout

$7,261

Total Questioned Costs

$7,261

TOTAL DOLLAR-RELATED FINDINGS

$7,261

20 Questioned Costs are expenditures that do not comply with legal, regulatory, or
contractual requirements; are not supported by adequate documentation at the time of the audit; or
are unnecessary or unreasonable. Questioned costs may be remedied by offset, waiver, recovery of
funds, or the provision of supporting documentation.
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APPENDIX 3
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT
IC R. GREITENS

Lewis & Clark S1J11e Office Bldg.

GovernQr

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 749

Jefferson Cil)', MO 65 101--0749
Telephone, 573,751-4905

CHARLES A, (DREW) JlJDEN

Director

fax: 573·75 1-5399

GREGGORY J. FAVRE

Deputy Dkec:aor

STATE OF MISSOURI

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

March 12, 20 18

Ms. Carol Taraska
Regional Audil MMager
Chicago Regional Audit Office
Office for Victims of Crime
U.S. Dcpartmcnl of Justice
500 West Madison Street, Suilc 1121
Chicago, IL 60661•2590
VIA: Elec1ro11if: 1\fal/ at: Carol.$.Tar11n,kn(@11sdoj.gov

Dear Ms. Taraszka,

The Missouri Deparunent of Public Safely (DPS) bas received 1hc draft report or1he oudi1 conducled
by your office covering grant activities related to Vi~tims of Crime (VOCA} grant numbers 2014-VA
GX-005, 2015-VA-GX--065 Md 2016,VA-OX-0056.
As referenced in 1hedraft report, effective July J, 2017 u,e adminis1ra1ion of the VOCA victim
assistance progratn was transJe.n-ed to the Missouri Deparunent of Social Services. DPS administered
and managed the audited VOCA victim assistance g.tants until June 30, 20 17.
Eighl rccommendu1ioo~ were idcotilicd in the reporc on pages 20.21. Below you will see eacll
recommendation from 1he report and our response for each:
Recommendation I '-~ U.ee:ommendation 2-Ensure th,u the Missouri state administering agency c:valunles the poten1ial e:onnict ofinteres1 to
detennine lf action is required.
Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency utilizes a formalized contlict of interest policy
when maki.ng funding decisions.

Hig?w,1ay Patrol · Na1iQ11al Guard• State En~rgency Management Ageocy • f ire Sa(eiy
Offiee or Ho1ntJand S,tcurlty • Akohol & Tobiloco Control · Copilol Po Ike • G11ming Commission · Velenm Coounbsioo
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Response. to Recommendations 1 & 2Partially Agree- Ullimat·cly tile decision lo Cund an}' subrecipicnl rests with the State Administrative
Agency (SAA) per Title 28, Subpan BJ 94.l 03, whic::h states, "'SM' shave sole discretion to

detem1ine which organizations will receive funds. and in what amounts. subject to lhe minimum
requirements set fonh in VOCA and lhis subpan." 111c decision to make this awni;d \!faS made by the
previous DPS (SAA) administratiott.
Upon takjng oflice, on January 10, 2017 the curreni DPS administration (SAA) impJemetl(ed a new
pi:ott:dure to cvaluau: potcnriaJ conUic1s interest to de1ennioe if any a.c.tion is rt:quircd. Our written
standard is: ..No employee, officer or agency may per1icipa1c jn the selection, award or admini:mation
of a con1roct supported by Federal footling if be or s.bc has a real or npparcnl conflict of inlcrtsL Such
a conflict of interest would arise when lhc employee, officer or agent, any member of his or her
immediate family, bis or her partner, or rut organization which employs or is about to empJoy any of
those individuals. has a financial or other interest in or a tangibJe personal benefit from a firm
considered for a contract."

or

Recommendation

~

Ensure lhat the Missouri state adrninistering agency employs a reliable process for tracking priority

runding area.~

OPS Response lo Rccom.mend:1tion 3Agree- A0er awarding funds to '"brecipicnls DPS will updnte 1he ac1ual amount of funds sp<,nl on
each of the priori1y areas. While we are no longer the SAA for VOCA Funds, this methodology will be
d.cvclopcd and implemented with any grants we receive from OJP, as applicable. A copy of o·ur
methodology will be sent lo the OIG and OJP by April 16, 2018.
Recommendation 4-

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency complies with OVC guidance to review and
approve subrecipient..provided pedbrmanc:e data.
DPS Re.~ponse lo Recommendation 4-

Agree- The Missow·i state administering agency for VOCA fwtds should comply with OVC guidance
to review and appl'ove subrecipie11t-provided perfor:mance data.
Recommendat ion SEnsure llult lbe Missouri state administering agevcy bas submitted Subgra,u Award Reporls (SARs)
for all of its J>reviously awarded VOCA subgranrs.
DPS Response to Recommendation 5-

Agrcc - The M'tsSouri state administering agency for VOCA funds sbould submit SARs for all
previously awarded VOCA grants. Currently DPS docs not have access to required VOCA reporting
portals to confirm all SARs for previously award V-OCA subgnu11s have been submitted. Action will
be taken to address this recommendation and notice of Lhe status of the action will be provided to the
OIG and OJP by April 16, 20 18.

25

u 6 and R etommtudntion ?Remedy ~,eS7,26 I wuillowoble annual le•vc p•you.1lhal was charged lo the: VOCA grant.
Ensure !hat 1he Missouri state administering agency has a compliant method for allocating annual
leave payouts.
OPS Response to Rccommtndntions 6 and 7 -

Panlally Agree - DPS's standard practice for departing employees was to allocate the expense of leave
based oo the allocation of hours worked during the e.mplo)rees final pay period. When 1he allocation
was made DJ>S did not reolize ~UII 1he employee had only worked one day during 1he J"IY period.
2 C.F.R. § 200.431 states Iha, annual leave mus1be -equiu,bly allocated to all related activities. In on
effOt1 to comply with this standard (,lur nc-w policy ist "Missouri DPS's standard practice. is to a.Uocatc
lhe expc:nseoflea:vefor departing c:mployccs based on tJ1c allocation of hours worked during the
employee's last 24 pay periods," (Effective March 12, 20 I 8)
The annual leave payout in question was $7,261 . The employee, based on time record.Ii-, had spe.1u 57%
ofber time on VOCA when applying Missouri DPS's newstandord. The payout for annual leave
attributable to VOCA sltould have been $4,142.19. llte $4,142.19 is an allowable expense for VOCA.
DI'S will remit $3.1 I 8.81 to OJI', as it should have been allocated ago inst olher funding by April J6,

20 18.
Rooommtndation ~
Ensure that the Missouri state admir,islering agen.C)' prioritizes, as needed. lhe monitoring of

subrecipieot that ,nay r,ot have received a desk audi! or on-site visit.
DPS Response 10 Recomrocndatioo 8Agree - The Missouri Slate administering agen<.ly for VOCA funds should priori1.ize, as needed, the

monitoring of subrecipients that may have not received a desk audit or on-site visit.

In closing, the Missouri D<:prutment of Public Safety appreciates the opportunity 10 respond 10 the
audit report. If you have any questions, or require additional information., please contact me at
bruce.elemonds(ci>dps.mo.aov or al 573/526-90 1I.

Bruce Clemonds
AdminisuaLive Services Director
Missouri Dep,111mcnt of Public Safoty
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Charles A. (Drew) Juden

Director
Missouri Depaf1meut of Public Safoty
Connie Berhorst
Program Manager, Crime Victim Services/Juvenile Justice. Unh
Missouri Department of Public Safety

Li11da L Taylor
Lead Auditor, Audit Cootdinatio11 Bmnch

lindn.wvlor2@usdoi-R9v

27

APPENDIX 4
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT
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March 13, 2018

Carot Taraszka
Reglonal Audit Manager
Offw;e of the ln$pector General
U.S. Department of Justice
500 West Madison Street, SUite 1121
Chicago, II. 60661
V1A: u.s. Mail and E6ectronic Mail

at Carol.S,Iaraszka@Usdoi oov

Dear Ms. Taraszka:
Please accept this letter in response to the draft audit repc<i on the Victim Assistance Formula
grants awarded by the Office of Justice Programs (OJP), Office for Victims of Crime (OVC) to
the Missouri Department of Public Safety (DPS) regarding grant number$ 2014-VA-GX-005,
2015-VA-GX-0065 and 2016-VA-OX-0056. As stated in the draft report. the grants listed above
were awarded to DPS. On July 1, 20 17, the State Administering Agency deslgnalion was
changed by the Missouri l.egislature and Goverr110< to the Missouri Department o! Social
Services (DSS). While DSS has recaived completely~ and separate grants fro,n those
audited by OIG, OSS appreciates the opportunity to provld& a r8$pottse to the findings.
The draft report contains eight recommendations and $7,261 In questloned costs. This letter
will se,ve as tho OSS official response to the audit findings enumerated on pages 20-21 of tho
draft report. It should be noted that OSS employs different procedures fro,n DPS; therefore,
many of the recommendations listed will simply be addressed by stating the curre<1I operating
procedure of the DSS. Each recommendation Is listed below aiong with the DSS response:

Recommendation 1, Ensure t hat the Missouri state administering agency
evaluates the potential conflict of Interest to detennlne if action is required.
DSS Response 1: OSS concurs with this recommendation. 05S Administrative
Polley 2· 500 states, • All Department of Social Se/Vices (DSSJ employees are to perform

their assigned duties in a manner which preclt:Jdes any potenllal for a conflict of interest or
the appearance of a conflict of interest. " Themfore, DSS does not and will not utilize
an y indiv idual who has an affiliation with an applicant for VDCA funding to
evaluate the application and/or make reco mmendations or decisions on awards of
funding ,
JtELAYMISSOURI
FORm.-.nn~

~ Sl't.lX.'"H IJ,\l'AlflEO

1~800-?3$--1466 VOie.: • l..S00-7Jj ,296a l"ID(Tl-~t-11!
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The potent ial conflict of interest Included l.n the findings of the audit pertains t o
DPS; therefore DSS will defer to DPS to m ake a determination regarding actions to
be taken within DPS.
Recommendation 2. Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency utilizes
a formalized conflict of Interest policy when making subgrant decisions.
oss Response 2: DSS concurs with this recommendation. DSS Admi nistrat ive
Polley 2-500 states, "All Department of Soclal Services (DSSJ employees ere to perform
their assigned duties in a manner which precludes any po/enlls/ for a conffic/ of interest or
the appearance of a conflict of interest.' Therefore, DSS does not and wlll not utllize
any individual who has an affiliation with an applicant for VOCA funding to
evaluate the appllcatian and/or make recommendations or decisions on awards of
funding.
Recommendation 3. Ensure t hat the Missouri stat e administering agency
employs a reliable process for tracking priority funding areas.
DSS Response 3 : DSS concurs with t his wecommendatlon. DSS has a VOCA
procedure manual. Contained within Is a formalized, documented process for
t<~cking priority funding areas on a monthly basis.

Recommendation 4 . Ensure t hat the Missouri stat e administering agency
complies with OVC guidance t o review and approve subrecipient-provided
pelformance data.
DSS Response 4 : DSS concurs with this ~ecommendation. DSS has a VOCA
procedure manual. Contained w ithin is a formalized, documented process for
review, monitoring and approval of subreciplent-provlded performance data.
Recommendation 5. Ensure t hat t he Missouri state administering agency has
submitted SARs for all of its previously awarded VOCA subgrants.
D5S Response 5: DSS concurs with t his ,recommendation. DSS has a VOCA
procedure manual. Contained wit hin Is a formalized, documented process for
review, approval and updat ing of SARs which are affiliated with grants awarded to
DSS. However, at the present time DSS Is unable to updat e all SARs due to the
PMT system issues. DSS Is working with OJP and PMT and has submitted multlple
ticket s requesting systems work and correct ions to current programmi ng. The
PMT has acknowledged the issues and are currently attempt ing to make
corrections. DSS Is prepared to enter all information Into the system once t he
system is available.
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Recommendation 6. Remedy the $7, 261 unallowable annual leave payout that
was charged to the VOCA grant.
DSS Response 6 : DSS neither concurs nor denies this recommendation as all

records of Hsted transactlon(s) reside with DPS and are affiliated wit h a DPS
awarded grant. DSS will defer to DPS to respond and to make any necessary

adj ustments within the DPS.
Recommendation 7. Ensure that t he Missouri state administering agency has a
compliant method fur allocating annual leave payouts.

DSS Response 7: DSS concurs with this recommendation. DSS has a Public
Administration Cost Allocation Plan (PACAP) which is utilized for all grant
programs. Any leave payouts from DSS wi II be handled In accordence with the
PACAP.
Recommendation 8. Ensure that the Mlssourf state administering agency
prioritizes, as needed, the monitoring of subredplents that may not have received
a desk audit or on~slte visit.

DSS Response 8: DSS concurs with t his recommendation. DSS has a VOCA

procedure manual. contained within is a formalized, documented process for both
flnancial and programmatic monitoring.
The Missouri Department of Social Services appreciates t he efforts of t he auditors
and look forward resolution of the recommendat ions fn t he report. If there are any
questions or require additional Information or documentation, ptease contact
Director Dr. Steve Corsi (steve.corsi@dss.mo_gov or 573-751-4815) or Chief
Financial Officer, Helen Jaco (helen .jaco@lg$S,mo.gQY. or 573-7S1-7533).
Sincerely,/j:
/__

Steve~,i:~Director

SC:LHL:bsb
Cc:

Linda Taylor, U.S. Department of Justice/Office of Justice Programs
Helen Jaco, Chief Financial Officer, Department of Soclal Services
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APPENDIX 5
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS
RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT
U.S. Dt1>arlment of Justice

O.Dlc:e of.lu.rtke Pmgrnm.v
Office ofAudit. Assessnunu, <md Ma,rag~m~111

IIAR 1 5 2018
MEMORANDUM TO:

Con.,I S. Tarusika
R\.-gionrtl Audh Manngcr
Chicago llcgion:d Audit Ollicc
Oflice ofdu: Inspector General

FROM:

SUIJJf.<.:T :

Dr.on Audit Rtpol'l. Jf,uflt Qfthe Olftcc t>f.lmticc
fn>grum:,,·, OJ/ltt1/tir I.'JtrJm¥ ,?(Crime, Viclim AsA·i.danc~ <lnm1$
A1rartled ta 1/111 MiJ..w mri l.kpanmenl qfPuhlic Sq/t!ty, Jejf~r.\'011
City, Mis.wmri
Response LO the

Thi~ mcmornnJum ii, in ~fcrcncc to youJ corrcsr.,ondc~c. dated Fcbruory 26. 2018. transmiltiog
the nbovc-rcfcn-mc.:d. drnfl uudit report for 1hc Mi ssouri [Jc-p:inmcnt of' Public Sa.t~ty {MO DPS).
We et,1lSider th~ subject repon resolved nnd n.-qut..-st \\-Tillcn ucccptunce c.,f th is nclian from your

otlicc,
11lC draft repon comnins t-iJ:,hl reoomnu.'ndat.ions and S7,2.6 I in q uc::.tfoncd cosls. The fol lowing
is lhc OOioe of Justice Programs· (OJPJ anaJysls oft.he drun 1.1ud i1 report recommendo.tions, For
cas.c orruview. the recommcudnlion.<t ut~ re~ttllcd in bold and are fbllowt.'d by OJP"s re.i.-pon.~.
I.

\ \'e r tcommt'nd t h 111 O.IP t•mmre th111 1l 1r l\1i!',mnri ,-tat r 11dmi n i-.it.-Mn2 11g.rn ry

n 1aluates tbe r<•h:,,uii11I t."Qn.D.id o f infen.-s1 to d e re.r,ofoe if ace ion i.!I r equired ~

OJP agrt."t."S with the recommendation. P-ffecti,·c July I , 2017. the Mi$.$0uri 0C(lllnincnl
of Socio.I Services (MO OSS) wos di.:si~natcd os the State AJ.minis.tering Agency for the
udministrnliQn of Victims or Crime Act (VOCA) g.rnnt t\1micc, 1\ccordiogly , \1.rc will
coordinrne with the MO DPS Ctnd MO DSS. ns npplicnblc. to obtuin documentation from
1hcir C-\';llunlion of1hc p01cn1iol conmc1o:t'im.:.-reSt t\!'lmcd 10 o VOCA subgr.i.t1L. aud
dctcrmioc if uc..1ion ls n.-quin.xl.
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\Ve recommend th;U OJP ensure that the Mi~ouri state :.1dminis1ering itgency
utilizes ,, fo11naliz.ed conflict of intc.rcsf policy when m:1king sobgnant decisions.
OJP agrees with the recommendation. \Ve will coordinate with lhc MO DSS (the ocw

SlU!c Adminis1cring Ag.enc)') to ob1ain a copy of written policies and procedures.
developed and implemented, to ensure that a formalized conflict of interest policy is
utilized when maki11g subgrant fun-ding d ecis.it)ns.
3.

\Ve recommend 1hat OJP ensure tbat the Missouri s tate administering agency
employs a reliable ,,ro~tss for trl,\Cki ng: priority fundi1;1g· urcil.$.
OJP p,grccs with the ,·coommendnrioo. \Ve will coordin.ace with MO DSS to ()btain II copy
of wrinen policies and procedures to ensure t11a1 a reliable process is implemented for
tracking priorily funding areas. under its YOCA gram program.

4.

\ Ve recommend that OJP ensure that the Missouri st.ate idministering a gency
complie~ with OVC guidance fo review and ;1pprovc sobrccipienl-pro,·idtd
rerfornrnncr dat.-.

OJP asrei:s with the rccommcndat:ioo. We will coordinate with the MO DSS 10 obtain a
copy of wriltcn policies and procedures. developed and implcmcmcd. lO ensure
compliance \\.ith guidance from OJP-s Office foe Victims of Crime {OVC) to review and

approve subrccipicnl•provided performance data prior to submission.
5.

\.Ve recommend that OJP ensure that the Missouri state administering nge11C)' hH
,;ubmjllcd SA.Rs for :Ill of its prcviousl)' aw.u·dcd VOCA su.bg:r.rnts.

OJP agrees \\'U.1.1 lhe recommendarfon. We will coordinate with tJ1e MO DSS lO obtain a
copy of the Subgram Award Reports, wh.ich lists the subg;.uus awarded under i1s VOCA
grant program.
(,.

We ~commend that OJP rem edy tbc 57.261 u.1is1l1ow.-.blc auuu.al luve l)ll,Y(;ut tlult

was Cbargl-d to fbc VOCA graot.

OJP agrc,es witl1 the recomnumdaiion. We will review t11c $7,26 1 in quc:$tioned cosl'i,
related 10 an w,a.Uowable annual leuve payout that was charg,(,-d 10 Grant Nllmber
2014-VA-OX-0005, and ";11 wqrk with the MO DPS and MO DSS, as applicable. to

remedy the costs. as appropriate.

2
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\Ve rccommeod th:d OJP ensure that lbe .M.issouri st.ttc :idm.inistering agency has a.
complianl method for alloC:a1i.1.1g annu!:11leave p:iyouts.

OJP agrees \\~lh the t\.--conunendat.ion. \Ve will coordinate with the. MO DSS lO oblaiCL a
copy of written policies and procedure:i. <levetoped .lnd implcmcoJcd, to ensure that its
methodology tbr alJocating annual leave payouts is in compliance with the Unifom1
Adminislrndve Requirements, Cosl Prindptes. ond Audil Rt:quircmcnls for Federal
Awards(2 C.P.R. § 200.43 1). and tho Oepartmem of Justice Grants Financial Guide.
8.

\Ve recommend that OJP e11su~ that tht M_issouri sf!lte administering :1gency
prfodtizcs, as nt-eded, the moo.itoring o(subrec.ipients that may not hnvt recei\'td ii
d esk 1tudlt or 01M1ite visit

OJP agrees wilh 1be recom1ut,.'lldation. \Ve will <..-oordinate \vi.th the rvtO l)Sl:i 10 obHtin A
copy of its moi:.l recent schedule for monitoring VOCA subrecipiems. tha1 may llt)l have
rccei\'ed a desk audit or on•she visit in prio-r fiscal years.

We apprecia1e the opporruoily 10 rc:view Md comment on the draft audit report. If you have any
questions or require addi1iont1I infonnu.1ion., please contact .Jeffery A. Haley, Deputy Director,
Audit ru,d Review Division, on (202) 6 16-2936.
e¢:

Maureen A. Henneberg
Ocpuly Assistant Attorney General

for Openuions and Management
LcToya A. Johnson
Senior Ad\'iSOr
Office of the Assistant A uomcy General

Jeffery,,. Haley
Deputy J)frector, Audit a11d Review Di-vision

Offo;e Qf .Audi 1. As~ci:t<;n1e nt :;i,"" M3nttge.n1L"f)\

Darlene L. Hutchi11SOII
Dir<X:lor
OITT.ce fo r Victims of Crime
Mru·ilyn R<,bert.'i

Deputy Director
On-ice for Victims of Crime
Allison Turkel
De1,uty Director
Otlice fo_r Vic1ims of Crime

'.l
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Susan Williams
Acting De1mty Director

Office fo1· Victims ol'Crime
Jruues Simonsoo
Assoc:iaLe Direc1or 1h r Operntion$
Ollicc fo r Victims of Crime
Toni L. Thomas
AssocialC Director, S1a1e Compensation
and Assistance Division
Office for Victim.s of Crime
Del ano Foster
Team Lead, State Compensation
~md Assistance Division
Otlice for Victims of Crime

Joel 1-lall
Victim Jus1ice Program Speciaiis-1
QIJjce fo r Vic,ims of Crime
Charles E. Moses
Deputy General Coonse.I
Rober1 Davis
Acting Direcl(lr

Office of Cormmmicatioas
l.eigJ, A. Benda
Chief Finml<:ial Officer
('hrii:tid M cNfli l-W r i eh1

Associate Chief f inancial Otlicer
Grants financial Management Division
Office of 1hc Chief Finaociol Officer
Joanne M. Suttington
Assodutc f'.Jiief Fiilancial om~r
Finance. AocoUrtting.. and Analy~is Divis.ion
Office of the Chief F'ina:nclal Ofliccr
.len-y Cool)'

Assistant Chief Finrutcial Officer
Grants finaneiaJ Managemcnl Division
Oflicc of the Chief FinRnCjal Officer

4
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Aida Brumme
Manager, £valuation and Oversight Bran-ch
Grants f i1ianClaJ Management Division
Oflice of the ChiefFinancial Oflicer
Richard P. '(neis
AssiStant Oirecwr, Audit Liaison Group
Internal Review and Evaluation Office
Justice Mam1gcme.nt Division
OJP Executive Secretarint
Conttol Number IT20 18022713 1619
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APPENDIX 6
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY OF ACTIONS
NECESSARY TO CLOSE THE REPORT
The OIG provided a draft of this audit report to the Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs (OJP), the Missouri Department of Public Safety
(MO DPS), and the Missouri Department of Social Services (MO DSS). OJP’s
response is incorporated in Appendix 5 and the MO DPS and MO DSS responses are
incorporated in Appendix 3 and Appendix 4, respectively, of this final report. In
response to our draft audit report, OJP concurred with our recommendations, and
as a result, the status of the audit report is resolved. The following provides the
OIG analysis of the response and summary of actions necessary to close the report.
Recommendations for OJP:
1.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency evaluates the
potential conflict of interest to determine if action is required.
Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with the previous and current Missouri state
administering agencies to obtain documentation from the evaluation of the
potential conflict of interest matter and determine if action is required.
MO DPS stated that it partially concurred with our recommendation and
stated in its response that the decision to fund the subrecipient in question
was made by the previous MO DPS administration. MO DPS further stated
that since the current MO DPS administration took office on
January 10, 2017, it established written standards addressing conflicts of
interest. MO DPS stated that this new procedure was implemented to
evaluate potential conflicts of interest to determine if any action is required.
However, MO DPS did not provide documentation to support an evaluation of
the potential conflict of interest identified in our audit.
MO DSS concurred with our recommendation and acknowledged in its
response that MO DSS has a policy addressing conflict of interest. MO DSS
further stated that the potential conflict of interested identified in our report
pertains to MO DPS and that it defers to MO DPS to make a determination
regarding any action that should be taken.
This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has
coordinated with the Missouri state administering agency to evaluate the
potential conflict of interest to determine if action is required.
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2.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency utilizes a
formalized conflict of interest policy when making subgrant
decisions.
Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with the current Missouri state administering
agency to obtain a copy of written policies and procedures, developed and
implemented, to ensure that a conflict of interest policy is utilized when
making subgrant funding decisions.
MO DPS stated that it partially concurred with our recommendation and
stated in its response that since the current MO DPS administration took
office on January 10, 2017, it established written standards addressing
conflict of interest matters; MO DPS did not provide documentation of this
written standard.
MO DSS concurred with our recommendation and acknowledged in its
response that it has a policy addressing conflict of interest during the
evaluation and decision-making process for awarding VOCA funding.
MO DSS provided an excerpt of its administrative policy that relates to
conflicts of interest.
This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP
ensured that the Missouri state administering agency’s conflict of interest
policy is adequate.

3.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency employs a
reliable process for tracking priority funding areas.
Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with the current Missouri state administering
agency to obtain a copy of written policies and procedures, to ensure that a
reliable process is implemented for the tracking of the priority funding areas.
MO DPS concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
although it is no longer the state administering agency for the VOCA victim
assistance grants, MO DPS will develop methodology for subrecipients to
update reported estimates with actual amounts and will apply this
methodology to any applicable OJP grants. MO DPS stated that it will provide
a copy of its methodology by April 16, 2018.
MO DSS concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
it has a VOCA procedures manual that includes a process for tracking priority
funding areas on a monthly basis; this VOCA procedures manual was not
submitted with MO DSS’s response.
This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP
ensured that the Missouri state administering agency has a reliable process
for tracking priority funding areas.
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4.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency complies with
OVC guidance to review and approve subrecipient-provided
performance data.
Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with the current Missouri state administering
agency to obtain a copy of written policies and procedures, developed and
implemented, to ensure compliance with OVC guidance to review and
approve subrecipient-provided performance data prior to submission.
MO DPS concurred with our recommendation and acknowledged in its
response that the Missouri state administering agency should comply with
OVC guidance to review and approve subrecipient-provided performance
data.
Additionally, MO DSS concurred with our recommendation and stated that it
has a VOCA procedures manual that includes a process for the review,
monitoring, and approval of subrecipient-provided performance data. The
response from MO DSS did not include this VOCA procedures manual.
This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP
ensured that the Missouri state administering agency has a reliable process
for the review and approval of subrecipient-provided performance data.

5.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency has submitted
SARs for all of its previously awarded VOCA subgrants.
Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with the current Missouri state administering
agency to obtain a copy of the SARs, which lists the subgrants awarded
under its VOCA grant program.
MO DPS concurred with our recommendation and acknowledged in its
response that it currently does not have access to the VOCA reporting portal
(PMT). However, MO DPS stated that it will take steps to address this
recommendation and will provide an updated status by April 16, 2018.
MO DSS concurred with our recommendation and acknowledged that it
currently is unable to update all SARs due to PMT system issues. MO DSS is
working with OJP to resolve the issues and is prepared to enter all
information into the system once the PMT system is available.
This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP
ensured that the Missouri state administering agency has entered SARs for
all of its previously awarded VOCA subgrants once PMT issues have been
resolved.
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6.

Remedy the $7,261 unallowable annual leave payout that was
charged to the VOCA grant.
Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. In its response, OJP
stated that it will review and remedy, as appropriate, the $7,261 in
questioned costs related to the unallowable annual leave payout that was
charged to the VOCA grant.
MO DPS stated that it partially concurred with our recommendation and
acknowledged in its response that MO DPS based its annual leave payout for
a departing employee on that employee having only worked 1 day during the
final pay period, and that final day was charged entirely to VOCA activities.
MO DPS stated that, effective March 12, 2018, it had established a new
policy regarding annual leave payouts to comply with the Audit Requirements
for Federal Awards (2 C.F.R. § 200.431). This new policy requires MO DPS to
allocate the expense of leave for departing employees based on the
allocation of hours worked during the employee’s last 24 pay periods. Based
on this new policy, MO DPS recalculated the annual leave payout at
$3,118.81 based on records that support the employee had spent 57 percent
of time on VOCA-related activities in the previous 24 pay periods.
MO DSS neither concurred with nor denied our recommendation and stated
that the recommendation relates to questioned costs during the audit scope,
which does not pertain to MO DSS.
This recommendation can be closed when OJP provides us the results of its
analysis, and any additional evidence it used in evaluating the annual leave
payout and remedying the questioned costs.

7.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency has a compliant
method for allocating annual leave payouts.
Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with the current Missouri state administering
agency to obtain a copy of written policies and procedures, developed and
implemented, to ensure a compliant method for allocating annual leave
payouts that is compliant with the Uniform Administrative Requirements,
Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards
(2 C.F.R. § 200.431) and the DOJ Grants Financial Guide.
MO DPS’s response stated that it partially concurred with our
recommendation. MO DPS stated that in order to comply with the Audit
Requirements for Federal Awards (2 C.F.R. § 200.431), it established a new
policy effective March 12, 2018. Although an excerpt of the policy was
included in the response, MO DPS did not provide full documentation of this
new policy.
MO DSS also concurred with our recommendation and stated that it has a
Public Administration Cost Allocation Plan (PACAP), which would be utilized
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for any leave payouts under all grant programs. However, MO DSS did not
provide supporting documentation of this policy.
This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP
coordinated with the Missouri state administering agency to ensure that the
annual leave payout policy is adequate.
8.

Ensure that the Missouri state administering agency prioritizes, as
needed, the monitoring of subrecipients that may not have received a
desk audit or on-site visit.
Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with the current Missouri state administering
agency to obtain a copy of its most recent schedule of VOCA subrecipient
monitoring, which may not have received a desk audit or on-site review in
prior fiscal years.
MO DPS concurred with our recommendation and acknowledged in its
response that the VOCA state administering agency should prioritize, as
needed, the monitoring of subrecipients that may have not received a desk
audit or on-site visit.
MO DSS also concurred with our recommendation and stated that it has a
VOCA procedures manual that includes a process for financial and
programmatic monitoring. However, this VOCA procedures manual was not
submitted and MO DSS did not provide information on how it will ensure the
monitoring of subrecipients that may have not received a desk audit or
on-site visit.
This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP
coordinated with the Missouri state administering agency to ensure that
subrecipients that had not been monitored receive an appropriate review.
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